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Appl. No. 10/682,041 

Amdt dated June 7, 2006 

Reply to Office Action of March 8, 2006 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Applicant has received the Office Action dated March 8 2006, in which the 
Examiner: 1) rejected claims 24-43 under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over Lebel (U.S. Pat. 
No. 6,643,672, hereinafter "Lebel"); 2) objected to claims 41, 42, 65 and 66; 
3) rejected claims 1 T 26 and 51 under 35 U.S.C. § 101; 4) rejected claims 1-17, 
25-42 and 49-66 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lomet 
(U.S. Pat. No. 6,490,594, hereinafter "Lomet") in view of Carter et al. (U.S. Pat. 
No. 5,987,506, hereinafter "Carter"); and 5) indicated that claims 19-22, 24, 43- 
45, 48, 67-70 and 72 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the double 
patenting objection and §101 rejections. With this Response, Applicant has 
amended claims 1, 20-22, 25, 44-46, 49, and 68-70 and canceled claims 15, 19, 
39, 42, 43, 63, 66, and 67. 

The double patenting rejection is addressed by Applicant with the filing of a 
Terminal Disclaimer concurrent with this Response. 

The Examiner noted that claims 41 and 42 were duplicates of each other 
as well as claims 65 and 66. Claims 42 and 66 have been canceled. 

Applicant has addressed the Examiner's § 101 concerns via amendment 
to independent claims 1 , 25 and 49. The Examiner suggested focusing on the 
"handling" limitation to provide a useful, tangible and concrete result. Applicant 
has done just that as indicated in the amendments above. The added language 
to the "handling" limitation of claims 1, 25 and 49 came from corresponding 
dependent claims 15, 39, and 63 (all three dependent claims are now canceled). 
Applicant also addressed another § 101 concern the Examiner had with claim 1 
by amending claim 1 to require that a "computing system" performs the various 
method acts recited. 

The Examiner indicated that dependent claims 19, 43 and 67, among 
other dependent claims, contain allowable subject matter, § 101 issues aside. 
Applicant has added the limitations from these dependent claims (now canceled) 
to their corresponding independent claims 1, 25, and 49. The Examiner should 
now readily agree that all pending claims are in condition for allowance. 
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Amdt dated June 7, 2006 

Reply to Office Action of March 8, 2006 



Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and that a timely Notice of 
Allowance be issued in this case. It is believed that no extensions of time or fees 
are required, beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents 
accompanying this paper. However, in the event that additional extensions of 
time are necessary to allow consideration of this paper, such extensions are 
hereby petitioned under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a) t and any fees required (including 
fees for net addition of claims) are hereby authorized to be charged to Hewlett- 
Packard Development Company's Deposit Account No. 08-2025. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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